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This thesis examines the effects of age, time period, and
cohort on arrest rates for two specific offenses: larceny-theft
and arson. The required longitudinal data were gathered from the
Uniform Crime Reports from 1965 through 1984.
The analytical procedures used in this study include the
dummy variable conversion of the correlation and the multiple
regression. We found that the more frequently one is arrested
for larceny-theft and arson, the more likely one will be arrested
for other offenses. This was more the case for arson than for
larceny-theft. The inverse relationship between age and arrest
rates for larceny-theft and arson combined show younger persons
(15-34) were more prone to be arrested than older ones (35-64).
These findings are in agreement with those found in other studies.
The regression analysis supported hypotheses 1 and 3,
i.e., age and cohort had a signficiant impact on the arrest rates
for both larceny-theft and arson. Hypothesis 2 was not confirmed,
i.e., time period did not have a signficiant effect on arrest
rates for larceny-theft or arson.
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The two index crimes of larceny-theft and arson, are often
neglected in criminology research. While larceny-theft does not
have the criminologist's attention it is the most frequently
occurring index crime in the country (the 1986 Uniform Crime
Report noted one larceny-theft in every five seconds).
The victimization surveys clearly show that for larceny-
theft the greater the value of the object stolen, the greater the
likelihood that the crime will be reported and recorded. For
example, in the 1979 National Crime Survey. 15 percent of the
larcenies under $50 were reported to the police whereas 52
percent of the larcenies involving $50 or more were reported
to the police (Gottfredson, 1980).
A similar gap in larceny reportage to the police was found in
three other arson cross-sectional studies (Handelang, 1974; Cohen
1974; and Lundman, 1978). The extended research on larceny-theft
focuses on the validity of the Uniform Crime Report (Gove, Hughes
and Geerken, 1985), victimization (Decker, 1980; Cohen and Lichbaeh,
1982; Cohen and Land, 1984), and on the legal aspects (Brickey,
1980).
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There are no longitudinal studies that examine the statisti
cal relationship between larceny-theft and other index crimes,
or between larceny-theft and offenders1 characteristics.
Similar limitations can be found with arson research. Most
of the arson studies are directed toward investigation and prosecu
tion (Weisberg, Ferns, and Schreiber, 1984; Sanders, 1981; Hurteau,
1984).
Age, time period, and cohort have been central variables in
the study of larceny-theft and arson (Klebba, 1975). In an
attempt to fill the gap in the body of knowledge, this thesis
examines the statistical relationship of age, time period, and
cohort to the arrest rates for larceny-theft and arson as
reported in the Uniform Crime Report from 1965 to 1984. Re
searchers have noted in earlier studies that fluctuations in
age, period, and cohort of a population can have a significant
impact on larceny-theft rates, and arson rates exhibited by a
given population (Maxim, 1985; Pullum, 1977; Rodgers, 1982; Sagi
and Well ford, 1968). Only a few studies focused on the trends of
larceny-theft and arson by age, time period and cohort.
Easterlin (1961), suggested that the crude crime rate will
fluctuate in concert with the size of the population. Easterlin
and Ryder (1965) also suggested that in addition to age and time
period, fluctuations in the size birth cohort can have a profound
impact on larceny-theft and arson. Although Soothill and Pope's
study (1973) is the only one that focuses on cohort analysis of
83 arsonists in England and Whales. This study was limited only
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to the problem of finding the reconviction rates of 83 arsonists
over a twenty year period (1951-1971). This study did not
measure the effect of either cohort size or age on their behavior
during the twenty year period.
Ryder and Easterlin discovered that many members of cohort
groups entering adulthood had inadequate housing, and were faced
with high unemployment. Ryder claims that these adverse conditions
might have contributed significantly to the increase in crime
rates during this period (Ryder, 1982).
Easterlin (1968) has concluded that the size of the cohort
is related to crime rates more significantly than age structure
of the population. Therefore, it is reasonable to propose a
direct relationship between cohort size, larceny-theft rates, and
arson rates (i.e., the larger the cohort size in a given period,
the higher the crime rate). Again this thesis will examine the
effects of age, time period, and cohort on larceny-theft arrest
rates and arson arrest rates from 1965-1984.
Statement of the Problem
The preceding discussion suggests the need for longitudinal
research investigating the relationship between age, time period
and cohort to larceny-theft rates and arson rates. The analysis
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herein observes the trends in larceny-theft and arson from 1965
to 1984, utilizing the data base made available by the Uniform
Crime Report (1985). Other research studies have indicated that
the fluctuations in the age composition of the population have a
significant impact on crime rates (Easterlin, 1968; Wolfgang,
1972; Scarr, 1973; Reppetto, 1974).
The three variables age, time period, and cohort's relative
significance in relation to crime rates have not been determined.
Statement of the Purpose
The purpose of this research is to study the trends of
larceny-theft and arson over a 20-year period, and identify the
segments of the population with high larceny-theft rates and
arson rates, and consequently, those groups at high risk for
both larceny-theft and arson. Moreover, this knowledge will
enable social policy-makers to target certain population groups
for prevention, control, and treatment. Secondly, the aim of
this research is to test Easterly's hypothesis in relation to
cohort which postulates that large cohorts generate higher crime
rates within a given population than small cohorts.
Rationale for and Significance of the Study
This study is significant because it will identify segments
of the population with high larceny-theft and arson rates, as
well as those groups at high risk for future crimes.
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The present study is confined to the Uniform Crime Report
(URC) data on age-specific arrest rates for larceny-theft and
arson in the United States from 1965 through 1984.
Scope and Limitation of the Study
The present study is confined to the Uniform Crime Reports
data on age-specific arrest rates for larceny-theft and arson in
the United States from 1965 through 1984. No attempts are made
to compare the UCR data to other data sources, nor to examine the
personal characteristics of those individuals involved in larceny-
theft or arson. As mentioned earlier, the study utilizes the
data that were collected over a 20-year period. Therefore, the
analysis of the selected variables is limited only to this time-
frame .
No controls were used for the displacement effect of larceny-
theft arrestees and arson arrestees, nor for arrest records
following the initial charge of larceny-theft and arson. This
research does not deal with either the personal or social
characteristics (other than age, time period and cohort) of either
the perpetrator or the victim. Although it is reasoned from past
studies that a young population, large cohorts, and certain time
periods would generate higher larceny-theft rates and arson rates
than those found in older populations with small cohorts.
Personality characteristics may be pertinent to larceny-theft and
arson, but are not considered for this study. Finally, even though
there have been some mixed public reactions towards tyoes of sen
tencing of these offenders, this study will not be concerned






Is defined by the UCR as the unlawful
taking, carrying, leading or riding away
of property from the possession or con
structive possession of another.
Any willful or malicious burning or attempt
to burn, with or without intent to defraud
a dwelling house, public building, motor
vehicle or aircraft, or personal property
of another.
Refers to the tendency for a group of
people who were born during the same year
to commit more or fewer crime than others,
regardless of age.
Tells the growth and change of an indivi
dual or group over a period of time usually
years.
Regression: Is the observation or prediction of unknown
values of one variable from unknown value
or another variable.
Factor Analysis: A branch of multi-variant analysis in
which the observed variables are supposed
to be expressible in terms of a number of
factors together with residual elements.
Displacement Effect: Any alteration in a criminal arrest record
subsequent to the initial arrest charge.
Multi Regression: The value of more than one independent
variable to prescribe the value of the
dependent variable.
Peassons' correlation: Measures the magnitude and the direction
of association between any two variables
(independent and dependent; independent
and independent; and dependent and deport
variables).
Data Source and Thesis Organization
The main data source for the study of larceny-theft and
arson is from the Uniform Crime Reports of 1965-1984.
This thesis is comprised of five chapters. In Chapter I,there
are the introduction, statement of the problem, statement of the pur
pose, rationale for and significance of the study, limitation of
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the study, definitions of terms used, and data source and thesis
organization. Chapter II which is subdivided into two sections
covers a review of related literature and a review on larceny-
theft and arson. Chapter III covers the theoretical framework,
hypothesis, measurement of variables, and methodology. Chapter
IV covers presentation and analysis of data on (1) larceny-theft
1965-1984, and (2) arson 1965-1984, and Chapter V completes the
thesis with the summary, implications and conclusions.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Specifically this thesis analyzes two offenses--i .e., larceny-
theft and arson. This chapter is organized into two sections,
one for each offense.
Section 1: Larceny-Theft
The Department of Justice Victimization Surveys list two general
forms of larceny: personal larceny and household larceny. The
former refers to thefts of property or cash from a person with or
without contact between the offender and victim and without threat
of force. For example, theft of wallets, purses, and bicycle
would be classified as personal larcenies.
The latter, i.e., household larceny, refers to theft from a
residence or its immediate vicinity. For example, thefts of
potted plants from the porch of a home or silverware by a dinner
guest would be classified as household larcenies.
The major difference between FBI and Victimization Survey
reports is that the former include thefts from commercial
establishments (e.g., shoplifting), while the latter household
larceny does not. Uniform Crime Reports (1985) show that 6,926,380
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larcenies were reported, 2,901 per every 100,000 persons, that
larcenies represented more than half of all Index crimes
reported. Most larcenies reported to the FBI involve shoplifting,
thefts from motor vehicles (including automobile accessories),
bike thefts, and thefts from buildings. Purse snatching and
pocket picking constitute less than 3 percent of reported larcenies.
In victimization surveys for example, Sheley (1985) found
nearly 15 million victims of personal theft (8,300 per 100,000)
and just over 10 million households victimized by larceny (12,650
per 100,000 households) in 1980. Household larceny rates climbed
18 percent in that same period, though they decreased 5 percent
between 1979 and 1980. Taken together, the two forms of larceny
rose 2 percent in the eight-year period.
Studies show that most personal and household larcenies occur
after 6:00 p.m., and most losses from these crimes are in the $10-
$250 range.
Larceny-theft is committed by both professional and amateur
criminals. Professional theft is a nonviolent criminal activity
that includes confidence game swindling, pick-pocketing, circus
gifting, shoplifting, burglary and safecracking, forgery and coun
terfeiting, and extortion. The professional thief works diligently
at his or her chosen career, which requires planning ability,
deftness, wit, and psychological insight (Roebuck, 1976; p. 1260).
Roebuck, concluded that the professional thieves organize
their life around theft as a career and/or a source of self-
esteem. They possess some criminal skills, enjoys at least
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moderate financial success, and avoids frequent incarceration.
They play out the thief's role in communities where criminals
and straight individuals contest, supplement and support one
another. Urban criminal subcultures are maintained by convic
tions and experiences with law enforcement corrections personnel
along with community, social networks--all durable overtime. He
suggests that it is necessary to understand these subcultures in
the natural settings in which they flourish (Roebuck, 1976; p.
1263). Amateur thieves are not so professionalized. Both profes
sional and amateur thieves are versatile in that they steal from
several sources (Inciardi, 1975).
Studies utilizing victimization data and Uniform Crime Reports
data indicate similar results (Becker, 1980; Cohen and Lichbach,
1982; Cohen and Land, 1984).
Within the FBI Index Crimes larceny has received the least
attention. However, it is clear that larceny is (1) the most
frequent index crime, (2) the most difficult to detect, (3) the
crime least likely to be reported to the police (Schneider, 1981),
and (4) the crime most amenable to reporting manipulation in
response to political pressure (Clarren and Schwarts, 1976).
The victimization surveys clearly indicate that for larceny,
the greater the value of the object stolen, the greater the like
lihood that the crime will be reported and recorded. However,
because the vast majority of larcenies involve property of modest
value, the official larceny rate will not primarily reflect stolen
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objects of considerable value (even though these crimes are the
most likely to be reported and recorded) (Peniak and Owens, 1976;
p. 39).
Jason and associates (1983) cite an increase in larceny-
theft rates since 1960 and further confirm that blacks, the
young and males, are more likely to be victims of larceny-theft
than any other group. For males, in 1983, the larceny-theft rate
for blacks was six time greater than the rate for whites. Regard
less of race, larceny-theft rates are generally highest among
persons 20 to 34 years of age, and males are more likely (10
times) to commit a larceny-theft than females. Moreover, males of
both races more frequently commit larceny-theft during their
twenties than during any other period of life. According to UCR
data, blacks have the highest crude larcenies rates of any racial
group. The 20-year rate for larceny-theft is 37.4 per 100,000
persons (1983). Black larceny-theft rates ranged from five to
nine times greater than those of whites during this period of
time.
Luckenbill (1982) also suggests that theft typically involves
adolescents and young adults. In 1981, 42 percent of those ar
rested for larceny-theft were between 15 and 24 years of age; 32
percent of those arrested were between the age of 25 and 34.
Luckenbill's (1982) study also demonstrated that the victim tended
to be older (slightly) than the perpetrator. Luckenbill also con
cluded that most larceny-theft victims and offenders are relatively
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young and that this has been a trend for decades (1930 to
present) (Klebba, 1979). Current larceny-theft rates for age
groups young and old are as high today or higher than any pre
vious year recorded in the United States despite the general
prediction of lower larceny-theft rates in the 1980s.
Klebba (1975), demonstrated that some in an age GPA popula
tion group have higher larceny-theft rates than others. Males
are four times more likely to be victims of larceny-theft than
females; furthermore, men are six times more likely to commit
larceny-theft than women (Uniform Crime Reports. 1985). Most
victim-offender relationships may be classified as "primary group"
relations, or those that include intimate, close frequent contacts
(Klebba, 1979). Larceny-theft rates are generally highest among
those persons 20 to 34 years of age, regardless of race.
All of the preceding studies have used aggregated national
statistics. Several studies since the 1950s have taken a more
indepth view of larceny-theft in several cities in the United
States. Bullock, 1955; Pokorny, 1965; Wolfgang, 1958; Block,
1973; Herjanic, 1976; Rushford and Hirsh, 1977; and Wilbanks,
1984, all found increased rates of larceny-theft since 1960
and also confirmed that blacks, the young and males, are more
likely to be both the victims and perpetrator.
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Section 2: Arson
Arson is a serious problem in the United States, although
its scope is difficult to ascertain. Notably, arson is a
newcomer to the list of Index crimes, first appearing in 1979.
It is a crime which causes greater property losses than any other
property crime. The incidence of arson has increased dramatical
ly since the mid-1960s (Gottfredson, 1980).
Garofalo (1977) and Brady (1982) both observed that the
national public and governmental response to arson has been low-
key. That only five fire fighter's associations and activist
groups in such burned-out cities as New York and Boston have
pushed for tougher anti-arson legislation. One means of legi
timizing this push for anti-arson legislation was to draw public
attention to the crime.
Gerlach (1973) studied the great Albany fire of 1793 which
documented how slaves used arson combined with rioting to vent
grievance and frustrations resulting from servitude and oppression.
Similar phenomena were evident in the ghetto riots of the 1960s,
the racial out-break in Miami in 1980, and prison uprising during
the 1970s and 1980s. The perpetrators were not slaves but were
down trodden and discriminated against. Studies of this kind of
behavior have shown that fires associated with mob violence are
not necessarily the work of arsonists but that they simply go
hand in hand with accompanying property destruction and looting.
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People participating in such incidents have rarely been arrested
for arson and therefore have remained unstudied, but analyses of
the spatial distribution of fires during riots suggest that these
fires occur more often in neighborhoods where the median income
is at or below the poverty line, and where the participants have
the least to lose in terms of personal property that could be
destroyed by fire (Gerlach, 1980).
Several fragmentary studies on arson are extant (Tennent,
McQuaid, Loughane and Hands, 1971) but none of these are systematic
or helpful in terms of exploring the question of who commits
arson and why. Despite increasing general interest in arson in
recent years and a general perception that arson is a particularly
difficult crime to investigate and prosecute, there has been
relatively little systematic studies of the actual patterns and
strategies of arson investigation and prosecution.
The study of arson prosecution, carried out by Abt As
sociates, Inc. and funded by the National Institute of Justice
(NIJ) (Weisburg, Feins, and Schreiber, 1984) was carried out in
four major urban jurisdictions with large and varied arson case
loads: the Bronx (Bronx county); Cleveland (Cuyahoga county);
Denver (city and county); and San Diego (San Diego county). The
sites were chosen to represent a diversity of socio-economic
climates and types of perceived arson problems as well as a range
of arson investigation and prosecution structures. Data collection
included interviews with key actors in arson prosecution and inves
tigation and an examination of investigators files in 884 cases.
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Cases (fires determined to be arson) were studied in order
to document arson case flow from start to finish. The researchers
also included enough cases to permit full examination of the
process of prosecutorial screening of arson cases and analysis of
reasons for case declinations. To permit identification and
analysis of the factors associated with various case outcome, the
study included a large number of cases accepted for prosecution.
They also developed a three-part case sampling design which was
as follows:
1. prosecution sample: 100 recently disposed arson cases;
2. investigation sample: A simple random sample of 100
fires investigated and determined to be arson; and
3. supplemented sample of declined cases: all declined
arson cases from the investigation sample period.
The study shows the cases in their randomly drawn investi
gation sample resulted in very few deaths and injuries to
civilians or firefighters and involved surprisingly small estimated
dollar loss. Only three percent of the random sample of cases
involved death or injury, with virtually no variation across the
four cities. The total of 884 cases of investigation and augment
ed prosecution samples involved 16 civilian fatalities, and two
firefighter facilities as well as injuries to 77 civilian and 45
firefighters (p. 55).
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Although this study attempted to investigate arson incidence
and length, it failed to produce any information on socio-demographic
characteristics of the arsonist (example: age, sex, education,
race, victim, femininity, etc.).
Arson is a serious problem in the United States, although
estimating the size and scope has, in itself, proven to be diffi
cult. The Federal Emergency Management Agency estimates that in
1983 there were 176,900 incendiary and suspicious fires in struc
tures. These fires cost 880 civilian lives and almost $2 billion
in property damages. Arson ravages communities, terrorizes
neighborhoods and costs the public billions of dollars in lost
tax revenues, fire suppression and investigation outlays and
other government expenditures, and increased insurance premiums
(U. S. Department of Justice (NIJ), 1984). Similar studies from
the Uniform Crime Reports for 1972 show that of the 2,757,000
fires in the United States in 1971, 1,050,200 were building fires.
Loss per fire in buildings averaged $1,959 in cities over 25,000
population, and $2,015 per building in cities under 25,000 popula
tion. In addition to the 84,200 fires of incendiary or suspicious
origin, with a dollar loss of $285,600,000, fires of undetermined
origin numbered 154,200 with a dollar loss of $992,700,000. Ex
perienced authorities suggest that of the so-called "undetermined"
fires, (some 26 percent) most would be determined to be actually or of
incendiary origin if properly investigated.
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Steffersmeier and Harer (1987) investigated the impact of
"aging" of the U.S. population on its declining crime rate during
1980-84. In fulfilling this objective (i.e., to determine whether
the recent drop in the nation's index crime rate was due to changes
in the age structure of the population), these two authors applied
age-standardization methods to the Uniform Crime Reports and the
National Crime Survey. Although the analysis covered the 1976-
84 period, it focused primarily on the 1980-1984 period because:
(1) Wolfgang (1974) predicted that crime would drop in the 1980's
due to the changing demographic makeup of the U.S. population,
and (2) the attention this period received in both popular and
scientific writings centering particularly on a comparison on
crime trends during the Reagan and Carter administration. This
study documented that one of the most significant factors affect
ing the nation's crime rate is the age composition of the popula
tion. Index crime rates were the highest in the young groups,
and declined with age. It was observed that age-specific arrest
rates peaked for the 16-18 age range for all index crimes, then
dropped quickly to half the peak rate by age 21 for property
crimes, and age 35 for personal crimes.
It is also found in this study that there was a shift in
recent years from a younger to an older population age composition.
This shift involved: (1) the large "baby boom" cohorts of post
World War II (1947-1962), who had passed out of their late "teens"
(the years of most active criminality); (2) the small "baby boom"
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cohorts of the 1960s and early 1970s, that are now producing a
diminishing proportion of adolescents and young adults to the
population as a whole, and (3) the growth of large elderly cohorts,
the years of least active criminality. The most significant
shift was the shrinking proportion of people in the age group
most prone to commit index crimes (15-24 years). This age group
was at its peak in the mid 1970s, and remained steady until about
1980, after which it declined sharply.
Maxim (1985) suggested that the analysis of age structure
alone provides a partial indication of the impact that demographic
factors have on crime (i.e., age in any time period is signifi
cantly directly related to larceny-theft and arson).
Time period effects represent unique socio-historical impacts
which influence all age groups at a given point in time. Easterlin
argues that there was an increase in larceny-theft and arson as a
result of the "baby boom" of the 1960s. He stresses that the
population base has a profound effect on the percentage or amount
of larceny-theft and arson.
Accumulated data drawn from the Uniform Crime Reports over
the time period studied shows that there has been a rapid
increase in both larceny-theft and arson rates. Most studies
attribute this increase to drugs, wickedness or evil intent in
the case of larceny-theft (Curtis, 1985; Clark and Marhaill,
1967; LaFave and Scott, 1972; and U.S. National Commission on
Reform of Federal Criminal Laws, 1971); while revenge, vandal
ism, insurance collection, excitements or pyromaniacs, etc. are
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attributed to arson (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1980;
Centrell, 1978; Inciardi, 1970; Topp, 1973; Soothill and Pope,
1973; May, 1974; Weisberg, Feins, and Schreiber, 1984).
(Easterlin, 1965) has suggested the "young culture" of the
1960s and early 1970s could have contributed to a "cohort
insulate" (i.e., the appearance on the scene of a number of
abnormally large cohorts of young people). Given the relative
preponderance of young people to adults in our social environment
it is not surprising that the "community" standards to which
these young people conformed were more often defined by their
peers than by adult society. Yet, it is the adult society, and
not adolescent society, that for the most part creates the norms
of acceptability and directs the agencies of social control.
Easterlin claims that the youth normative conflict between young
people and their adult guardians could have led to the higher
larceny-theft and arson rates during the 1960s. Maxim (1985)
suggests that the analysis of age structure along provides a
partial indication of the impact that demographic factors have on
crime (i.e., age in any time period has a significant direct
effect on larceny-theft and arson).
The above studies from the related literature clearly shows
that age, time period and cohort are directly related to both
larceny-theft and arson rates. This thesis examines the effects
of age, time period and cohort on larceny-theft and arson rates.
Most specifically, it will test the third hypothesis concerning
cohort groups and larceny-theft and arson.
CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK, HYPOTHESES, MEASUREMENT
OF VARIABLES AND METHODOLOGY
This chapter will present the conceptual framework showing
the relationship between the presumed dependent variables: larceny-
theft and arson, and the presumed independent variables: age,
time period, and cohort based on which three hypotheses have been
formulated to test in this study. It will also discuss the
methodology used to analyze the effects of the independent on the
dependent variables.
Conceptual Model
Criminologists have long known that age is one ot the most
significant variables in predicting the rates of official
crime and delinquency (Nettler, 1978). As shown in Figure 1, the
conceptual model presumes an interrelationship between age, time
period, cohort and larceny-theft and arson. The relationships
between age and larceny-theft and arson have been cited in several
studies at both state and national levels (Klebba, 1975; Farley,
1980; Luekenbill, 1982; and Akiyama, 1981). The authors men






Figure 1. Conceptual Model Showing Effects of Age, Time Period
and Cohort on Larceny-Theft and Arson.
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and arson in their studies. On the other hand, several other
studies for example (Block, 1973; Weiss, 1976; Soothill and Pope
1973; Holinger, 1980) purport to show that time period is more
significant than age in determining larceny-theft and arson
rates. The authors of these studies and some others maintain
that time period accounts for more than any single variable in
determining crime rates because they reflect social, economic,
and demographic factors that impact on crime rates.
The tendency to participate in crime has been found by most
investigators to peak in the late teens or early twenties and
decline steadily at a later age. Both larceny-theft and arson
are often found to peak somewhat later in life (Hirschi and
Gottfredson, 1983; Greenberg, 1977). Although the data ordinarily
used to analyze offender age distributions have a number of pro
blems, however, the following conceptual framework will show the
effect and theoretical relationship between age, time period and
cohort on larceny-theft and arson (see Figure 1, conceptual model).
Specifically, this study infers a theoretical relationship between
three independent variables: age, time period and cohort, effects
on the two dependent variables, larceny-theft and arson. This
type of inferred relationship is a linear one.
Hypotheses
The three hypotheses listed below in this study will test
the relationship between age, time period, and cohort as it
affects (a) larceny-theft, and (b) arson.
24
Ho:1 There is a significant relationship between age and
(1) larceny-theft arrest rates and (2) arson arrest
rates as reported in the Uniform Crime Reports from
1965 through 1984.
Ho:2 There is a significant relationship between time
period and (1) larceny-theft arrest rates and (2)
arson arrest rates as reported in the Uniform Crime
Reports from 1965 through 1984.
Ho:3 There is a significant relationship between cohort
groups and (1) larceny-theft arrest rates and (2)
arson arrest rates as reported in the Uniform Crime
Reports from 1965 through 1984.
This section focuses on the theoretical framework and hypo
theses on the selected independent and dependent variables. The
following section will outline the procedures adopted to qualify
these variables.
Measurement of Variables
This section outlines the general procedures adopted in this
study which measure the variables used in the conceptual model. The
independent variables age, time period and cohort, and the depen
dent variables larceny-theft and arson used in this study are
measured as follows:
1. A£E: The researchers procedure of measuring age is in
terms of a completed year by a given respondent.
Using researchers survey, this study will be
primarily based on sample response; age is computed
in single years (Klebba, 1975; Luckenbill, 1983;
Farley 1980 and others). Alternately, this study
is based on completed population counts such as
the census. Measurement of age are in terms of
conventional age groups (example: 0-4, 5-9, 10-14,
15-19, 20-24, 25-29, 30-34, etc). Maxim (1980;
Soothill and Pope 1973) uses this procedure to
measure the effect in Canada and England,
respectively.
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The present study adopts a combination approach to
indicate a single year up to a certain level, than age
group thereafter. Uniform Crime Reports provide the
rate of arrestees of various types of crimes by the
following age categories: less than 10, 12, 13, 15,
16-25, 30, 40, 45, 50, 55, 60, 65. This age data
is available in the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR)
1985 and 1986.
2. TIME PERIOD: Maxim (1980) uses specific time period with
an equal interval of five years to measure the ef
fect of age groups on the crime rate in Canada.
However, this study utilizes each year from 1965
to 1984 as time periods for statistical purposes.
3. COHORT: In this study, cohorts will be based on two
events; age and time period; (see Figure 2). In
this figure, columns represent age cohorts and
rows represent time period cohorts. The dynamics
of a given cohort can be observed by its diagonal
shift.
A cohort of a given age at a given time (t), will
be one year at time (t+I) and two years older at
time (t+2), etc.
4. LARCENY-THEFT AND ARSON: Although there are different
methods used in measuring the level of crime, this
study considers the arrest rates for larceny-theft
as well as arson in a given age group. The arrest
rates by age and year are furnished by the Uniform
Crime Reports (URC) of 1986.
Methodology
This section will illustrate the conversions of the independent
variables - age, time period, and cohorts into required dummy vari
ables. The data base used in testing the hypotheses postulated in
this thesis is a series of statistical tabulations derived from the
Uniform Crime Report (UCR). The 1 imitations of this data source must
be kept in mind when assessing the validity of this study's con
clusions.
1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 197S 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
ME NRRNPSP6NPSN P10 Ml P12 P13 P14 P15 P16 P17 P1B P19 P20
12 Al C21C22 C23 C24 C25 C26 C27 C28 C29 C30 C31 C32 C33 C34 C35 C36 C37 C38 C39 C40
13 A2 C20C21 C2Z C23 C24 C2S CM C27 C28 C29 C30 C31 C32 C33 C34 C3S C36 C37 C38 C39
15 A3 C19C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C25 C26 C27 C28 C29 C30 C31 C32 C33 C34 C3S C36 C37 C38
16 A4 C18C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C25 C26 C27 C28 C29 C30 C31 C32 C33 C34 C35 C36 C37
17 A5 C17 C18 C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C25 C26 C27 C28 C29 C30 C31 C32 C33 C34 C3S C36
18 A6 C16C17 C18 C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C2S C26 C27 C28 C29 C30 C31 C32 C33 C34 C35
19 A7 C15C16 C17 CIS C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C25 C26 C27 C28 C29 C30 C31 C32 C33 C34
20 A8 C14 CIS C16 C17 CIS C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C25 C26 C27 C28 C29 C30 C31 C32 C33
21 A9 CIS C14 CIS C16 C17 CIS C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C2S C26 C27 C28 C29 C30 C31 C32
22 A10C12C13 C14 CIS C16 C17 CIS C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C2S C26 C27 C28 C29 C30 C31
23 All Cll C12 C13 CM C15 C16 C17 CIS C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C25 C26 C27 C28 C29 C30
24 A12 C10 Cll C12 C13 C14 C15 C16 C17 C18 C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C2S C26 C27 C28 C29
25-29 A13 C09 C10 Cll C12 C13 C14 CIS C16 C17 CIS C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C25 C26 C27 C28
30-34 A14 COS C09 C10 Cll C12 C13 C14 CIS C16 C17 CIS C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C25 C26 C27
35-39 A15 C07 COS C09 C10 Cll C12 C13 C14 C15 C16 C17 CIS C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C25 C26
40-44 A16 C06 C07 COS C09 C10 Cll C12 C13 C14 C15 C16 C17 C18 C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C25
45-49 A17 COS COS C07 COS C09 C10 Cll C12 C13 C14 C15 C16 C17 CIS C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24
50-54 A18 C04 C05 C06 C07 COB C09 C10 Cll C12 C13 C14 CIS C16 C17 CIS C19 C20 C21 C22 C23
55-59 A19 COS C04 C05 C06 C07 COS C09 C10 Cll C12 C13 C14 C15 C16 C17 CIS C19 C20 C21 C22
60-64 A20 C02 C03 C04 COS C06 C07 C08 C09 C10 Cll CI2 CIS C14 CIS C16 C17 CIS C19 C20 C21
65+ Ml C01 C02 COS C04 COS C06 C07 COS C09 C10 Cll C12 CIS C14 CIS C16 C17 CIS C19 C20
JA|, A2, A3...A21 represent the 21 age groups.
\P\, Pjt P3 P21 represent the 21 ttm period groups.
3C|, Cj, C3...C40 represent the 40 cohort groups.
Figure 2. Diagrammatic Representation of the Relationship Between Age, Time Period
and Cohort Groups.
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A diagrammatic representation of the relationship between the
cohorts across 21 age groups and 20 time period groups, is pro
vided in Figure 3. This chart reveals two major processes: (1)
there are 21 age cohorts, thus, totaling 409 cohorts of popula
tions; (2) the chart indicates how the cohorts advance in age as
each advance from one age period to another. For example, cohort
21 is the cohort of 12 years of age in 1965, which becomes 13 in
the following year and gradually reaches the age between 60-64 in
1984. Similar interpretation can be made for all the age cohorts.
With regards to the time period cohorts, the figure indicates that
new cohorts enter the initial age group, and eventually disappear
at the terminal age group (i.e., cohort 40 enters at the age of 12
and cohort 19 disappears at 65+ years of age since they were already
in that age group in the preceding time period).
Arrest data using the Uniform Crime Report program were ob
tained from the Uniform Crime Report covering a 20-year period,
1965-1984. The age-specific arrest rates have undergone a number
of historical changes as shown in the Uniform Crime Report (UCR)
as they relate to arrest data:
1) With respect to the classification of age, the "10 and
below" and "11 and 12" were used through 1979. Starting
in 1980, these categories were replaced by the groups
"below 10" and "10 through 12".
2) Uniform Crime Report arrest data were gathered annually
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Figure 3B. Average Age of Arrestees of Arson 1965-1984
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3) In 1980, the "age not known" category was eliminated. The
impact of this action was negligible as the category consti
tuted only a fraction of one percent of total arrests.
For the purpose of this thesis, in order to make the classi
fication of age data prior to 1974 comparable with the data published
in succeeding years the two categories involving individuals up to
the age of 12 were combined into a "12 and below" category. No
attempt was made to estimate or include arrest data for agencies
reporting statistics for 11 months or less. The number of agencies
represented in this thesis and their respective populations are
listed in Table 1.
An age-specific arrest rate refers to the number of arrests
made of 100,000 inhabitants belonging to a prescribed age group.
The size of the population pertaining to a prescribed age group
was computed for each year by distributing the UCR contributors
population through the use of age distributions derived from U.S.
Census publications. The source of population data used is from
the Current Population Reports series as follows: 1965-1969 Series
P-25, No. 519; 1970-1979 Series P-25, No. 917; and 1980-1982 Series
P-25, No. 929; 1983 Series P-25, No. 949; and 1984 Series P-25,
No. 965.
According to the Uniform Crime Reports, the arrest data can
be divided into age groups as:
1) Single-age categories (example: 20 years old), and
2) Multiple-age categories (example: 20-24 years old). See
the computing method for the average age of arrestees below:
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Table 1. Number of UCR Contributors and Population Coverage Used


















































































































Let (X;X") denote the age interval (XI,X"). The UCR age group
for example "25-29" is expressed as 25, 30. Let (Xo,Xl), (XI,X2)
(X2,X3), be consecutive age intervals, and f(X) be a quadratic
function of the form f(X) - 3aX2 + 2bX + c. H required that
the function f(X) satisfied the following conditions: f(X)dx=F,
where D,E and F represent the number of UCR arrest for the con
secutive age intervals (Xo,Xl), (XI,X2) and (X2,X3). The system
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of equations (1) can be solved for the unknowns a,b, and c. Using
the notation, the solution for (1) is expressed as: (2) a=H/G,
b=I/G, and c=J/C. The distribution f(X)/E, X1=X<X2, is then applied
to obtain the average age of the arrestees on the interval (XI,
X2). Therefore, the average age is represented by the weighted
sum over all age intervals.
Analytical Procedures
The analytical procedures used in this study are of two types:
firstly, the dummy variable conversion is used to lay out the data
set in a final useable form to conduct multiple regression analysis.
Secondly, the inferential statistical procedures, correlation and
multiple regression are used to test the hypothesis proposed earlier
in this chapter.
Often x variables desired for inclusion in a regression model are
not continuous. Such variables can either be nomial or ordinal.
Ordinal measurements represent variables with an underlying scale.
For example, the severity of a burn could be classified as mild,
moderate or severe. These burns are commonly called first-, second-,
and third-degree burns, respectively. The x variable representing
these categories may be coded 1,2, or 3. The data from ordinal
variables can be analyzed by using the numerical coding and treat
ing them as though they were continuous (or interval) data. This
method takes advantage of the underlying order of the data and
assumes equal intervals between successive values of the variable.
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Thus, in the second-degree burn is exactly the same as the dif
ference between a second- and third-degree burn.
The following example illustrates the technique used. Sup
pose that the dependent variable Y is yearly income in dollars and
the independent variable X is sex of a respondent (male or female),
to represent sex, we create a dummy variable D = 0 if the respon
dent is male and D = 1 if the respondent is female. The sample
regression equation can then be written as Y = A + BD. The value
of Y - A 1f D - 0 and Y - A+B if D - 1. Since our best estimate
of Y for a given group is that group's mean, A is estimated as the
average income for males (D = 0) and A + B is the average income
for females (D = 1). The regression coefficient B is therefore B
= Y females - Y males. In effect, males are considered the re
ference group, and females'income is measured by how much it differs
from males' income.
The present study involves the conversion of a dummy variable
into two categories. The study converts all the independent vari
ables into dummy variables so that any possible effect in the
conversion procedures can be controlled. The following are the
specific dummy categories of each independent variable in this
study. The actual computation for age is DAGE 1 through DAGE 21;
ZYR1 through ZYR20 for time period, and COHORT 1 through COHORT 40
for cohort. (See Appendix A.)
A. Age: The Uniform Crime Reports are made available on ar-
restees for the 21 age groups. In an attempt to set the data base
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for computer analysis, the dummy categories for each of these age
groups are required. Therefore, the dummy age categories were
created for each age group by using a SPSSX logical command.
The following five dummy age categories are used for con
structing age groups. For example:
If (ZAGE EQ1) DAGE 1 = 1
If (ZAGE EQ2) DAGE 2 = 1
If (ZAGE EQ3) DAGE 3 = 1
If (ZAGE EQ4) DAGE 4 = 1
If (ZAGE EQ5) DAGE 5 = 1
Similar logical commands were used until all 21 age categories were
exhausted. (See Appendix A for more details.)
B. Period. The Uniform Crime Reports also made the data
available on arrestees for 20 years. In an attempt to set the data
base for computer analysis, the dummy categories for each of these
years were created for each year by using a SPSSX logical command.
The following 5 dummy time period groups (ZYR) are used to con
struct the time period variables. For example:
If (ZYR EQ1) DYR1 = 1
If (ZYR EQ2) DYR2 = 1
If (ZYR EQ3) DYR3 = 1
If (ZYR EQ4) DYR4 = 1
If (ZYR EQ5) DYR5 = 1
Similar logical commands were used until all 21 age groups were
exhausted. (See Appendix A for more details.)
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The Uniform Crime Reports also made the data avail
able on arrestees for 40 dummy cohorts. In an attempt to set the
data base for computer analysis, the dummy categories for each of
these cohort groups were required. Therefore, the dummy age
categories were created for each cohort group by using a SPSSX
logical command.
The following 5 dummy cohort groups (DCOH) are used to con
struct the cohort variable:
If (COHORT EQ1) DC0H1 = 1
If (COHORT EQ2) DC0H2 = 1
If (COHORT EQ3) DC0H3 = 1
If (COHORT EQ4) DC0H4 = 1
If (COHORT EQ5) DC0H5 = 1
Similar logical commands were used until all 40 cohort groups were
exhausted. (See Appendix A for more details.)
Multiple Regression
To predict the value of a dependent variable through statis
tical method we use the multiple regression. This type of regres
sion can be divided into two groups; linear or nonlinear regression.
Linear multiple regression has more than one variable and is used
to predict the value of its dependent variable; also it is one in
which the data points fall along a straight line. Nonlinear regres
sion on the other hand has more than one variable and is used to
predict the dependent variable; its data fall along a curved plane.
The calculation of the multiple linear regression is as shown
below:
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Dependent variable = Constant + beta x independent variable +
beta x independent variable2 + ... + beta x independent variable:
N+e (1).
LA = C + b, A + b2P + b3Co + e (2).
where LA = larceny-theft and arson arrest rate
A = Age of arrestees
P = Period or year of arrestees
Co = Cohort (number of arrestees in a given calendar)
C = Constant
b*, b2 and b3 = Beta coefficients.
Since the intention of this study is to test two different
hypothesis, the multiple regression equation used (EQ2) has been
divided into the following two dependent regression equations:
LA = C + BiAid + BiPid + e (3).
where Ai = Dummy age variable of category (where i varies from
2 to 21).
Pi = Dummy period of i-th year (where i varies from 2 to 21).
The remaining notations are the same as in Equation (2).
LA = C + Bi.Coid + e (4).
where Coi = Dummy cohort variable of i-th cohort category (where
i varies from 20 to 40).
The remaining notations are the same as in Equation (2).
The empirical results of (3) and (4) were from SPSS-X Release
2.2 for AT&T 3B15 computer at Atlanta University Computer Center.
Since this thesis is dealing with both larceny-theft and arson,
this chapter and the above equations are used interchangeably. The com
plete analysis of the above results will be discussed in Chapter IV.
CHAPTER IV
DATA ANALYSIS
The purpose of this chapter on data analysis is to disclose
the empirical relationships between two arrest rate patterns (1.
larceny-theft and 2. arson) and age, period and cohort. This
chapter also tests three study hypotheses.
The analytical procedures discussed in this section are
organized into the following three subsections for larceny-theft
and arson between 1965 and 1984:
1. Patterns of arrest rates for both larceny-theft and arson
2. Correlations Analysis
3. Regression Analysis
Patterns of Larcenv-Theft and
Arson Arrest Rates
Figures 3A and 3B clearly show the age patterns of those
arrested for both larceny-theft and for arson respectively during
the 20-year period (1964 through 1984).
The median age of arrestees for larceny-theft fluctuated from
age 21.7 to 21.5 from 1965 through 1974 (see Figure 3A). The
median age of arrestees for this offense rose sharply and steadily
from 1974 through 1984 ranging from 21.5 in 1974 to 25.1 in 1984.
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The median age of those arrested for arson declined from 19.2
in 1965 to 18.4 in 1966 and then sharply increased steadily to 21.1
in 1971 with a declining curve between 1971 and 1974. From 1975
there was a steady rise in median age to 23.8 in 1984 (see Figure
3B).
Correlation Analysis
Correlation analysis is seen as an inferential statistical
measure which measures the magnitude and association of direction
between: (1) independent and dependent variables, (2) independent
and independent variables, and (3) dependent and dependent vari
ables. Therefore, this section will look at how the three variables
(age, time period, and cohort) are related to other offenses. More
over, this analysis will help to determine the relationship among the
independent variables as well as between the independent and depen
dent variables.
Table 2 provides the zero order correlation coefficients and
their significant level between arrest rates for both larceny-theft
and arson, the independent variables of the study, as well as other
offenses. Arson, is significantly related with all variables except
auto theft, while with larceny, only robbery and drugs are
significantly related. The table further shows that robbery and
drugs are more strongly related to arson than to larceny, meaning
that theft does not actually prompt offenders to commit multiple
39
Table 2. Correlation Between Arrest Rates and Larceny-Theft, Arson,


































offenses. Every other crime is related to arson. This means that
most of the arson arrestees are likely to commit other crimes, and
are more likely to have multiple arrests after other offenses than
larceny-theft arrestees, the arrest rates for neither larceny-theft
or arson are not significantly related to age.
As time periods changed from 1965 to 1984, there was a change in
arrest rates for both larceny-theft and arson. The more one is
arrested for arson the more likely one will be arrested for other
offenses. The inverse relationship between age and arrest rates
for larceny-theft and arson combined show younger persons (15-34)
are more prone to be arrested than older ones (35-64). This
finding is in agreement with those found in other studies (Soothill
and Pope, 1973; Kadish, 1983; Luckenbill, 1984; Mulvihill et al.,
1969; Weisberg, Feins, and Schreiber, 1984). There is no distinc
tion between the independent and dependent variables in this
analysis; thus, the effect that age and period have on arrest rates
for larceny-theft and arson cannot be measured. Therefore, for a
successful measurement of such an impact, the regression analysis
is conducted in the next subsection.
Regression Analysis
This analysis tests the hypotheses postulated in Chapter III,
in two stages, one for larceny-theft and one for arson. The first
stage is to test the relationship of age and time period to (1)
larceny-theft, and (2) arson arrest rates. The second stage is to
41
test whether cohort size has a significant relationship to arrest
rates. The related information on regression coefficients are
included in Tables 3A, 3B, and Tables 4A and 4B (pages 42-44).
The first and second hypotheses proposed in the study for
testing is that age and time period are related to both larceny-
theft and arson arrest rates. The implementation of the dummy
variable multiple linear regression is important in order to accom
plish this objective (see Tables 3A and 3B, related statistics).
All the age groups in this study had a strong significant direct
relationship to the arrestee rates for larceny-thefts as well as
arson--from .0000 level through 12 through 65+. The coefficients
range from .3091 at 60 years through .3546 at the age of 15 years.
This indicates that age has a significant effect on arrests for
larceny-thefts. This indicates that no one age group may be targeted
for this offense. Arson has similar findings with even higher
coefficients ranging from .5833 at 60-64 to .9543 and.9544 at age
15 and 13, respectively. The low rates of arson from age 60-64 may
be explained on the basis that people in these age groups have aged
out of the violent crime years (13-24). From this analysis, hypo
thesis 1 is confirmed; i.e., age has a significant impact on the
arrest rates for both larceny-theft and arson. In reference to
time period and larceny-theft, and time period and arson, see Tables
4A and 4B. The impact of period on larceny-theft was significant
for only 1966 and 1968, it was insignificant for all the remaining



















































































































"Significant of less than or equal to 0.05 level
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*Significant if less than or equal to 0.05 level
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*Significant if less than or equal to 0.05 level
45








































































































^Significant if less than or equal to 0.05 level
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fluctuated between 1965 through 1984, they were significant only
from 1965-1968, and from 1978 through 1984.
The above empirical results suggest the confirmation of
hypothesis 1, and rejects hypothesis 2.
The third hypothesis postulates a significant relationship
between cohort and larceny-theft arrest rates and cohort and arson
arrest rates. The implementation of a dummy variable multiple
linear regression in Tables 5A and 5B shows the related statistics
on this hypothesis. By comparing cohorts 2 (1965) through 40
(1984) the researcher found that there is a strong level of signi
ficance for cohort effect on larceny-theft (Table 5A, page 46).
From cohorts 2 to 4, arson arrest rates show a significant level of
.0003 to .0126. The trend began to reverse itself at cohort 13 and
continued thusly until 40 with a strong level of significance from
.0000 to .0045. There was only a fluctuation in the levels of
insignificance between cohort 5 through 12. At this stage in the
study, the levels of significance reached .4491, indicating a small
proportion of insignificant cohort effect on arson (see Table 5B,
page 47). Therefore, hypothesis 3 is confirmed; i.e., cohort has a
significant impact on larceny arrest rates and arson arrest rates.
The larger the cohort size, the higher the arrest rates for larceny-
theft, and for arson.
The empirical results drawn from hypotheses 1 and 2 show a
constant positive relationship between individual age and period of
both larceny-theft and arson. Further, the data analysis also show
47


















































































































































































































































*Significant if less than or equal to 0.05 level
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"Significant if less than or equal to 0.05 level
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a relationship between cohort and larceny-theft arrest rates though
significant relationships between cohort and arson arrest rates
exist, there are fluctuation in their relationships. In order
for this study to find the best model to explain larceny-theft and
arson arrest rates in relationship to the selected independent
variables (age, time period, cohort group), a model estimate was
performed in Table 6, using multiple r2 (i.e., the proportion of
variance that can be explained in arrest rates for both larceny-
theft and arson by each model). The table shows that model I (age
and time period) for larceny-theft arrests rates are significant
while model II shows that cohort is not significant to larceny-
theft arrest rates. On the other hand, model I and II; i.e., age,
time period, and cohort, are strongly significant to arrest rates
for larceny-theft and for arson with .0000 level each.
In this chapter, the researcher looked at patterns of corre
lations and regression analysis between larceny-theft arrest
rates, arson arrest rates and three independent variables: age,
time period, and cohort. The empirical analysis confirms the
significant relationship of larceny-theft and arson arrest rates
with age, time period, and cohort; the effects of age and time
period are more consistent. The overall effects of age, and
time period on these offenses (larceny-theft and arson) are larger
than that of cohort.
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Table 6. Model Estimates
Multiple Significance
Offenses Model # R2 F f
Age & Period I 0.15962 1.80875 0.0029
Larceny-theft
Cohort II 0.7803 0.98743 0.4908
Age & Period I 0.94943 182.46177 0.000
Arson
Cohort II 0.26278 4.15845 0.00
^Significant at less than or equal to 0.05 level
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS
This chapter summarizes the findings of the data analysis,
examines the overall objectives and suggests some relative implica
tions of the study.
Age, time period, and cohort have been central variables in
past studies of criminal arrest rates. This study examines the
relativity of these variables to larceny-theft, and arson arrest
rates as reported in the Uniform Crime Report from 1965 to 1984.
Easterlin (1968) maintained that cohort size is more significantly
related to general crime rates than age structure of the population.
This thesis examines the proposition for larceny-theft and arson.
Additionally, the effect of age and time period on the arrest rates
for larceny-theft and arson are examined. Specifically, this study
predicts a significant relationship between age, time period and
cohort, and two dependent variables, larceny-theft and arson arrest
rates. The predicted relationship is a linear one.
Three hypotheses guided the study:
Ho:l There is a significant relationship between age and (1)
larceny-theft arrest rates and (2) arson arrest rates




Ho:2 There is a significant relationship between time period
and (1) larceny-theft arrest rates and (2) arson arrest
rates as reported in the Uniform Crime Reports from
1965 through 1984.
Ho:3 There is a significant relationship between cohort
groups and (1) larceny-theft arrest rates and (2) arson
arrest rates as reported in the Uniform Crime Reports
from 1965 through 1984.
Two analytical procedures were used in this study, the dummy
variable conversion ordered for a multiple regression analysis.
Secondly, the inferential statistical procedures, correlation and
multiple regression were utilized to test the hypotheses.
Findings
Findings show that the median age of arrestees for larceny-
theft fluctuates from age 21.7 to 21.5 from 1965 through 1974.
This median age rose sharply and steadily from 1974 through 1984,
(ranging from 21.5 in 1974 to 25.1 in 1984). The median age of
those arrested for arson increased steadily (with some fluctuation
between 1971 through 1974) from 19.2 in 1965 to 23.8 in 1984.
The zero order correlation coefficients show that all independent
variables were significantly related to arson arrest rates except
auto theft arrest rates, while only robbery arrest rates and drug
arrest rates were significantly related to larceny-theft arrest
rates, that is once arrested for larceny-theft or for arson (from
1965 through 1984) was likely to be arrested for other offenses.
This was more the case for arson arrestees than for larceny-theft
arrestees.
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The inverse relationship between age and arrest rates for larceny-
theft and arson combined show younger persons (15-34) are more
prone to be arrested than older ones (35-64). This finding is in
agreement with those found in other studies (Soothill and Pope,
1973; Kadish, 1983; Luckenbill, 1984; Mulvihill, et al., 1969;
Weisberg, Feins, and Schreiber, 1984).
The regression analysis also showed that age has a significant
effect on arrests for larceny-thefts. Arson showed similar
findings with even higher coefficients ranging from .5833 at 60-64,
to .9543 and .9544 at age 15 and 13, respectively. The low rates
of arson for age 40-60 probably mean that people in this age group
have crossed the threshold age for violent crime years. From this
analysis, hypothesis 1 is confirmed; i.e., age has a significant
impact on the arrest rates for both larceny-theft and arson. While
period effects on arson arrest rates fluctuated between 1965
through 1984, they were significant only from 1965 to 1968, and
from 1978 through 1984. Thus hypothesis 2 is rejected.
Hypothesis 3 is confirmed because from 1965-1984, as the
cohort size increased the arrest rates for larceny-theft and arson
increased. One of the most important findings in the study is the
increasing median age of larceny-theft arrestees and arson arrestees.
Despite the increase in median age for larceny-theft and arson
arrestees, individuals aged 15-34 are more likely to be arrested
for larceny-theft and arson than any other age group. Therefore,
54
this age group must be targeted for preventive and treatment
measures. The writer suggests that the high risk groups for larceny-
theft and arson disclosed in this study (15-34) probably share a sub
culture of poverty that either condone or tolerates such acts as
well as other street crimes.
APPENDIX
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AGE: The following 21 dummy age categories are used for constructing
age groups:






















































































Time Period: The following 20 dummy time period groups (YR) are used
to construct the time period variables.






























































Cohort: The following 40 dummy cohort groups (DCOH) are used
to construct the cohort variables:
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